edition of 1930 agreed with Jensen, Ungnad, and Mowinckel in placing MS AA in Tablet IV (Thompson 1930: 34-35) . His cuneiform copy added slightly to knowledge by amalgamating the right-hand column of MS AA with the text of the previously unpublished duplicate MS DD (1930 pl. 15 K 8591 "col. v " // K 13525). Schott's German translation of 1934 (1934a for the mass-market publisher Reclam was dedicated to Jensen and justified in an extensive article entitled "Zu meiner Übersetzung des Gilgameš-Epos" (1934b) . His opening words on Tablet IV were an emphatic restatement of Jensen' (Schott 1934b : 113). Schott's "complete certainty" is a noteworthy rejection of Haupt's "extreme doubt. " Influential translations also followed Jensen and Schott: among them were Contenau's in French (1939: 97-98) ; and in English Heidel's, first published in 1946 (Heidel 1963: 44-45) , and Speiser's, which graced Pritchard's anthology of Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament, first published in 1950 (Speiser 1969: 82 ). Schott's translation was itself revised by von Soden, who kept the Reclam translation abreast of new discoveries of text for half a century (Schott and von Soden 1982) . In his article "Beiträge zum Verständnis des babylonischen Gilgameš-Epos, " a counterpart to Schott 1934b, von Soden maintained Schott's position regarding the placing of MSS AA and DD in Tablet IV (von Soden 1959: 224) .
A paper given in 1958 to the 7 e Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale by J. V. Kinnier Wilson, and published in the proceedings (Kinnier Wilson 1960) , revived the case for placing MS AA in Tablet V, after MS H, citing content and physical appearance. Kinnier Wilson's comments on the physical appearance of MS AA were in agreement with those two others who had actually examined the fragment, that is, Smith and Haupt, and more strongly stated: "K. 8591 [= MS AA] is a certain Obverse. The preserved surface of the fragment does not exhibit any degree of curvature " (1960: 105) . The correctness of this observation can now be verified without travelling to London, from the photographs posted online at the Cuneiform Digital Library Initiative (www.cdli.ucla.edu/P273227). To circumvent the problem caused by the appearance of the incipit of Tablet V at the bottom of MS AA, that is, well into Tablet V, Kinnier Wilson proposed that there were two recensions of Tablet V, one beginning with K 3252+ (MS H) i 1 izzizūma inappatū qišta and another in which this same line fell "some 40 to 50 lines" later. In this way he reconciled the fragments' physical properties with Jensen's ordering of the passages of text inscribed on them. Kinnier Wilson's arguments were subsequently rejected by Landsberger, who in his study of Tablets IV and VII reasserted the position, by this time orthodox, that MS AA belonged in Tablet IV (Landsberger 1968: 104-5 n. 27) .
Strengthened by Landsberger's intervention, the orthodoxy persisted throughout the remainder of the twentieth century, informing the many translations that were published in its last four decades. A lone voice of doubt was Johannes Renger (1987: 321) , who criticized Landsberger's rejection of Kinnier Wilson's argument but did not find a definitive solution to the conundrum set by the appearance of the incipit of Tablet V at the bottom of the left-hand column of MS AA. The critical edition that took Gilgameš studies into the new millennium adopted the conventional ordering of the passages, but with some reservation, noting in regard to MS AA the "flatness of its surface" and remarking, "provisionally, then, MS AA remains in Tablet IV but more text is needed to clarify the succession of episodes" (George 2003 : 402 with n. 65). That desire is now amply met with the Neo-Babylonian manuscript of Tablet V identified by Farouk Al-Rawi.
This long history of scholarship on the order and relationship of the fragments MSS H and AA provides a salutary lesson. The new manuscript presented here demonstrates that Smith's and Haupt's instincts were right, for it proves incontestably that the text of MS AA continues that of MS H after a short gap, and that both are witnesses of cols. i and ii of Tablet V as it was known at Nineveh. It thus confirms what the fragment MS AA told Smith, Haupt, and Kinnier Wilson when they interpreted it as an archaeological object and identified it as part of an obverse.
Understanding cuneiform tablets as archaeological objects is a practice that had few exponents for much of the twentieth century, when Assyriologists too often gave all their attention to the inscribed text as a self-contained intellectual resource disembodied from the medium on which it was written. The customary technique of penand-ink drawing of the inscribed surface-and often only the inscribed surface-in two dimensions made it easy for scholars to ignore the physical properties of the object on which that inscribed surface appeared. But even those whose eyes told them that MS AA must be an obverse fragment failed to alight on an explanation of how it could contain the apparent incipit of Tablet V in the last line of its left-hand column.
There is a simple explanation. The line at the bottom of the column on MS AA that apparently repeats the incipit of Tablet V, the line that, from Jensen onward, most scholars took for a catch-line of Tablet IV, is not the same line at all, for it occurs fifty-two lines later in the poem. If it is identical to the line in question, izzizūma inappatū qišta, it is a repetition of the line that had previously occurred as the incipit. Repeated lines feature strongly in the composition of Babylonian narrative poetry (Hecker 1974: 146-60) . The present instance of repetition would serve to reassert the atmosphere of wonder that was initiated by the incipit. However, the line on MS AA is damaged, so that the first word is entirely missing and the second not completely certain: […] inapattū(?) qišta. It may yet be that this line is similar to the incipit of Tablet V but not a verbatim repetition.
Now that Smith and Haupt are vindicated in their respective placing of MSS H and AA, it is self-evident that the two fragments should be treated as Haupt proposed, as upper and lower fragments from the left part of the same six-column tablet. The cuneiform copies made for the critical edition and published there on separate pages (George 2003: pls. 70 and 72) are therefore republished here together in their proper relation and with a new line numbering ( fig. 1 ). Since they are parts of the same manuscript, the two fragments should henceforth bear the sigla H 1 (K 3252+, formerly H) and H 2 (K 8591, formerly AA).
The New Tablet
The tablet presented here is the left half of a six-column tablet inscribed in a fine and delicate Neo-Babylonian hand with a copy of Tablet V of the Standard Babylonian Epic of Gilgameš. It was acquired by Suleimaniyah Museum in the jurisdiction of the Kurdish Regional Government in 2011 with other Babylonian antiquities of the kind found in southern Iraq; its exact provenance is therefore unknown. The script and circumstances of acquisition make it highly probable that it was unearthed at a Babylonian site. The tablet measures 11.0 (h) × 9.5 (w) × 3.0 (thickness) cm, and now bears the Suleimaniyah Museum number T.1447.
The tablet was identified in November 2011 by Farouk Al-Rawi, who quickly communicated to George his photographs, preliminary decipherment and hand copy. The present article is the fruit of a collaboration that culminated in a joint study of the tablet in Suleimaniyah in November 2012. Over five days we read the tablet together, adjusted the copy and transliteration and took new photographs. The revised drawings and new photographs are presented here as figs. 2-5.
For the opportunity to study and publish this important new addition to Gilgameš, the authors wish to thank Her Excellency Hero Ibrahim Ahmad, the First Lady of Iraq. Her generous patronage of the Directorate of Antiquities in Suleimaniyah underpins its activities and supports Farouk Al-Rawi's travel to Suleimaniyah and his work there. Our collaboration owes much in addition to the kind help, ready hospitality, and warm friendship freely given by Kamal Rashid Rahim, Director of Antiquities in Suleimaniyah, by Hashim Hama Abdullah, Director of the Suleimaniyah Museum, and by the staff of the museum, especially its cuneiform section.
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As already revealed, what remains of the obverse (cols. i-ii) of T.1447 duplicates the Neo-Assyrian fragments MSS H (now H 1 ), AA (now H 2 ) and DD of the critical edition, allowing them to be placed in order and plugging the gaps between them. It also shows that the recension of Tablet V that begins with izzizūma inappatū qišta was current in Babylonia, as well as in Assyria. The reverse (cols. v-vi) duplicates parts of the reverse (cols. iv-vi) of MS dd, the Late Babylonian tablet excavated at Uruk that begins with the incipit Ḫ umbāba pâšu īpušma iqabbi izakkara ana Gilgāmeš. The revised reconstruction of Tablet V yields a text that is nearly twenty lines longer than formerly supposed.
3
The most interesting addition to knowledge provided by the new source is the continuation of the description of the Cedar Forest, one of the very few episodes in Babylonian narrative poetry when attention is paid to landscape. The cedars drip their aromatic sap in cascades (ll. 12-16), a trope that gains power from cedar incense's position in Babylonia as a rare luxury imported from afar. The abundance of exotic and costly materials in fabulous lands is a common literary motif. Perhaps more surprising is the revelation that the Cedar Forest was, in the Babylonian literary imagination, a dense jungle inhabited by exotic and noisy fauna (17-26). The chatter of monkeys, chorus of cicada, and squawking of many kinds of birds formed a symphony (or cacophony) that daily entertained the forest's guardian, Ḫ umbaba. The passage gives a context for the simile "like musicians" that occurs in very broken context in the Hittite version's description of Gilgameš and Enkidu's arrival at the Cedar Forest.
4 Ḫ umbaba's jungle orchestra evokes those images found in ancient Near Eastern art, of animals playing musical instruments.
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Ḫ umbaba emerges not as a barbarian ogre and but as a foreign ruler entertained with music at court in the manner of Babylonian kings, but music of a more exotic kind, played by a band of equally exotic musicians.
Another passage (61-72), though consisting only of half lines, seems to confirm the point, already known from MS dd i 5 (formerly V 89, now V 119), that Enkidu had spent time with Ḫ umbaba in his youth. Ḫ umbaba, having become aware of the presence of intruders in his domain, appears to guess that it must be Enkidu returned home, perhaps even to be excited by the thought of the coming reunion. If it is right to read into these fragmentary lines a tender reference to their earlier life together, then Ḫ umbaba's subsequent betrayal by Enkidu, who has brought with him a hostile alien, the king Gilgameš, becomes all the more poignant.
The aftermath of the heroes' slaying of Ḫ umbaba is now better preserved (300-308). The previously available text made it clear that Gilgameš and Enkidu knew, even before they killed Ḫ umbaba, that what they were doing would anger the cosmic forces that governed the world, chiefly the god Enlil. Their reaction after the event is now tinged with a hint of guilty conscience, when Enkidu remarks ruefully that [ana] tušār ništakan qišta, "we have reduced the forest [to] a wasteland" (303). The anxiety about offending the gods seems to a modern reader compounded by ecological regret. Enkidu goes on to imagine the angry questions that Enlil will ask them when they arrive home: minû uzzakunūma taraḫ ḫ is ā qišta, "what was this wrath of yours that you went trampling the forest?" (306). In the theme of the angry gods, the poems about Ḫ umbaba in both Sumerian and Akkadian already displayed an ethical ambivalence toward the expedition to his Cedar Forest, arising from what one commentator has called the "double nature" of the forest's guardian as ogre and servant of Enlil (Forsyth 1981: 21) . This newly recovered speech of Enkidu adds to the impression that, to the poets' minds, the destruction of Ḫ umbaba and his trees was morally wrong.
It is unsurprising then that the pair immediately kill the only witnesses to their crime, the "seven sons of Ḫ umbaba" (307). The "seven sons" are a productive motif in ancient Mesopotamia, most often occurring in the mythology of Enmešarra (see now Lambert 2013: 213-14) . Enmešarra was a divine ancestor whose insurrection was suppressed by a junior god (Ninurta, later Marduk), who killed both him and his seven sons. The myth informs learned expository texts (Livingstone 1986: 152-53) and is elaborated in two newly edited Babylonian narrative poems (Lambert 2013 : 281-98 "Enmešarra's Defeat"; 326-29 "The Defeat of Enutila, Enmešarra, and Qingu"). In Gilgameš the motif personalizes the forces known elsewhere in the poem as Ḫ umbaba's seven melemmū "auras, " pulḫ ātu "terrors, " or namrirrū "radiant beams, " which in one Old Babylonian fragment are left running around in the forest after their owner's capture (OB Ishchali 16′-17′, ed . George 2003: 262) . Only here in SB V 307 are these 3. The synoptic transliterations ("scores") of SB Gilgameš IV and V posted online at www.soas.ac.uk/gilgamesh have been revised to take account of the advances in knowledge afforded by MS ff, and show for Tablet V a reconstructed text of 324 ll. (previously 302). 5. With particular reference to monkey musicians see Dunham 1985; Spycket 1998. supernatural forces, part demon, part tree, called Ḫ umbaba's "sons. " When they are slain later in the same Old Babylonian fragment, the line differs materially from SB V 307 only and precisely in the lack of the word mārēšu "his sons" (OB Ishchali 35′b: ištūma sebet inērū "as soon as he had slain (all) seven. "
The use of the motif of the Seven Sons in the episode of Gilgameš's combat with Ḫ umbaba lends a mythological gloss to the story, encouraging it to be read in the knowledge of the myth of Enmešarra. The comparison reveals a subtext: in establishing a new world-order, favorable to human society, the hero must necessarily do away with the old order, personified by a hoary victim and his seven sons. This view, in which Ḫ umbaba is considered not an innocent victim but a repository of evil who must be destroyed for the common good, informs other passages of the poem (e.g., SB III 54: mimma lemnu ša tazerru uḫ allaq ina māti, "he will annihilate from the land the Evil Thing that you hate"). It expresses exactly the opposite of the idea raised in the preceding speech of Enkidu, that the two heroes do wrong in killing Ḫ umbaba.
The interpolation of the word "his sons" in SB V 307, vis-à-vis OB Ishchali 35′b, is perhaps a deliberate ploy to make explicit the allusion to the mythology of Enmešarra. In just a few lines Ḫ umbaba makes the transition from innocent victim to wicked terror-maker. There is a psychological insight at work, for the transition matches the development of a guilty party's thoughts: understanding that he has murdered, the murderer justifies what he has done by finding his victim deserving of death. The passage of Enkidu's speech and the immediately following line thus mark the poet out as a shrewd observer of the human mind, and add to the poem's reputation for insight into the human condition.
In continuation of the scheme of sigla employed in the critical edition (George 2003: 531-34) , the new manuscript is hereinafter referred to by the siglum MS ff. The following transliteration conforms to the text of MS ff, with restorations from the other extant manuscripts of Tablet V. A synoptic transliteration ("score") of the all the manuscripts, line by line, is posted online at www.soas.ac.uk/gilgamesh. 
Transliteration of Suleimaniyah Museum T.1447 = SB Gilg. V MS ff

qišti(tir) is -s u-⌈ru⌉ i-s a-an-bur
[x x x x x x]-ri-is 6 nim-mar nu-ú-ra 6. Seemingly incompatible with H 2 : ⌈la⌉-ma ni-⌈it-taḫ ⌉-su [. . . . . .] Translation, using all extant manuscripts 19. The insect zizānu occurs as a feature of the Cedar Forest elsewhere in Gilgameš: later in this tablet, where it is the name of one of Ḫ umbaba's seven sons (V 308), and in broken context in an unprovenanced Old Babylonian tablet (OB IM obv. 13 zi-za-na-am, ed. George 2003: 268) . It is conventionally understood as a kind of locust or cricket, no doubt because classed in Sumerian in the category of buru 5 "locust" (Landsberger 1934: 123-24) . One variety of zizānu is known to have inhabited trees, as reported in the lexical text Urra XIV 235-236: buru 5 . gán-na = zi-za-nu, "ganna locust;" buru 5 .gán-(nu)-tir-ra = MIN qiš-tum, "zizānu of the woods. " The verb of present line is to our eyes more probably ú-na-'-i (< nu"û "to wail" = [ír] gá-gá "to lament" in Kagal A i 8) than ú-na-'i-r[a] (despite l. 308). Either way, the word tells us that these insects made a loud noise in the Cedar Forest, and raises the question of whether they were in fact cicadas (often known in the vernacular as "tree crickets"). Several varieties of cicada occur in the eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East. The principal characteristics of adult cicadas are that they sit in trees and create a tremendous chorus of noise.
29-30. This pair of narrative lines is a couplet also found in the Poem of the Righteous Sufferer (Ludlul II 77-78) and already noted as related to SB V 44 (formerly IV 242, George 2003: 820) , where the mood is precative.
35-50. These sixteen lines of direct speech follow a standard line, which announces that Gilgameš is speaking to Enkidu (V 34). However, now it is clear that it is Gilgameš, not Enkidu, whose strength has failed him (V 28-30), l. 44 cannot sensibly be uttered by him and a change of speaker must have taken place somewhere between ll. 36 and 44. We suppose that the change is marked by the word ibrī at the beginning of l. 39, and that another such change is signalled when ibrī recurs in l. 45 . Repetition of ibrī also occurs in ll. 82 and 87 but, because the text is fragmentary, it is not certain that there it has the same function. Changes of speaker that are not indicated by a narrative line occur elsewhere in SB Gilgameš, at I 224 and VII 253; note also the unmarked quotation of Enlil's words by Enkidu newly revealed in V 305-6. 61. The line is restored with a standard combination of clauses that is used on two other occasions in SB Gilgameš when someone watching the approach of an unidentified person reflects on the identity of the watched: the ale-wife Šiduri observing Gilgameš arriving at her tavern (IX 11) and Ūta-napištī watching Gilgameš and Uršanabi sail towards his shore (X 185).
75. The line is restored after one of the fragments from Ugarit (MB Ug 2 b 1′, see George 2007: 249) . 81 . iš-di-ki is for išdīka. 88. The line is restored as a proverbial saying that occurs as an apodosis in several lists of physiognomic omens and is also quoted in an Assyrian scholar's letter (instances collected by Heeßel 2010: 152; we owe both restoration and reference to Enrique Jiménez).
99. The restoration of ša namrirrī is suggested by an Ugarit fragment (MB Ug 2 c 10′ // 21′, see George 2007: 251) . 250-51. These two lines are restored after the Old Babylonian tablet from Ishchali (15′, ed . George 2003: 262): ib-ri i-s ú-ra-am ba-ar-ma e-ša-am i-la-ku wa-at-mu-šu. 305-6 . This couplet finds a near parallel in the unprovenanced Old Babylonian tablet now in Baghdad, where similar words are spoken by Enkidu to Gilgameš when proposing to make a door for Enlil's temple (OB IM 20-21, ed. George 2003: 268-69): i-na du-ni-ka-ma ma-s a-ra-am te-né-ra-am / mi-nu-ú-um ú-ba-ša-ka qí-iš-tam ša giš / šu-né-el, "By your strength alone you slew the guardian; what can bring you dishonor? The forest of [cedar] wood lay low!" In the present instance the speaker and addressee are the same, but the use of the second-person plural indicates that these words are placed, in anticipation, in the mouth of the god Enlil. The devastation of the forest is an affront to Enlil, and Enkidu is seeking a means to appease him.
307. As noted above, this line is the counterpart of OB Ishchali 35′b (George 2003: 264) : iš-tu-ma se-bé-et i-neru. 308 . Elsewhere in SB V, simurru is one of the winds that Šamaš sent to immobilize Ḫ umbaba (l. 162, formerly 139), but that is ill suited to the present context. Enrique Jiménez made the breakthrough with the brilliant suggestion that this line contains the names of Ḫ umbaba's sons (private communication). He compared it with SB V 160-63 (formerly 137-40) and Enūma eliš IV 51-52, where collective descriptions are likewise followed by lists of names. 
